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Off -print  from  Egsays  and  Studies  in  Memory  of  Linda  JR.  Miller 


Till.  AKi>T-tr]i.:i,i,\v  \'iiv:uii/Amv<  and 

:uAniUXIDES^  Di\'iSlUX  Ul'  ATTlUirr^TES 
By  Ha{1!:v  Ajjstrvx  Woij-nox 


THE  proliieni  of  attril^siitos  was  not  'nvvnivd  hv 
AhiiiiH^niau:^.  Baciv  of  ii  al  Uw  lifiir  ra'  IMaiincui- 
ides  was  a  hoi  on  of  o\^.-'r  ovui*  at/iiiunos  of  s|)aciiiaiion 
Oil  ua-  til  in  I  n:iiA'<  of  docl  in  AraJnc  riliilosoplna  and 
back  ^H  Ou'-r  ;a>*'^aiiaj  ioa>  jn  Amini'  i^lniosoiifn'  wiav, 
accordinir  lo  Alaifanfadi'-  larnst'ilV  siiinlar  ^VQcmiaum^ 
in  ihf  waiiJiiia-;  of  thr  ("hri:Oaa!!  rhurch  I'^ilhers.  aral 
back  of  \h('>K\  it  ]na>-  hi-  adcit/iL  was  (ia.-  prolMi/ni  ff 
auaihuios  ai  ihu  w;;a'i— •  ^f  Pail'i/  IVaanamHies  (iraavs 
lana,!  these  sources.  c.na  dira-lij-  >u  uDun  A.rabie  soiirciA, 
I'^r  las  owMi  di<eas;:idn  of  tla^  proatenn  'Thtaa,^  i>  hardly 
a,  ohasu  of  idu-  i>i'oa!wn  di/a!i  wall  iov'-  M[n!ra)nidi's 
whach  has  laa  ii>  aarailt'i  in  lii"  \\(a''^>  of  hi-  r)!^t"doia>- 
sors.  !ha  i!a-  old  arnhh/m  rta/fivas  at  his  laaais  a 
fresh  IroauiiL-ni,  muru  liiuroaafi.  niuro  oumpruiieii:>iVu 
and  mc  lo  systematic  than  a  a  f  ^a>  soiiraos.  Partic- 
idarl\-  firw  is  bi.>  tr'<-aUnf!a  of  aUishaic-s  a,s  a  pi'ohhem 
of  logiioi!  judgtncOiL.  Idi  !as  predecessca:-:  \\w  lirobkan 
was  priniariiv   metaphysical:    ho   strosso-   the   logical 


a^ptxl  ui    in 


SO]\a'0      i  'I':  ft,-     !  ' 


if    a  I  > 


I  jFi'di'cessor^    I  in-    i  ai  mloin    wa^ 


ar  !a,;>  a]"ia\ia!  at  ifio  eoiuau^ion  that  uio 


1  ^T-rhNebukim  I,  71. 
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terrii>  urcdictiivil  of  Cod  urn  nr.t  to  ho  taken  literally, 
that  iho\'  aiv  Hi5  o.N-oixru^  or  uko  iin-v  are  acLui'aiim 
to   His  ( ss  r  lo,   or  however  oi  se  the  denial   of   t 


10 


i'XlSl^ 


'Uvi'  i}[  liltriiyuii:^  ill,  1  jih;  was  exi)?'(^ssof] 


I  f  I 


I]10ni(io>.      llOW'tOT'?'       this     'Of^      fOjt      rro.ri.: 


L  iiO      t,"i  i  i  i       O 


i  C  I  I 


i' 


i'^"^--^^^'i"i-  Fri?\  ari'ixano-  at  the  conclusion  that  terms 
P'^^'^heaioa  ui  God  are  xii^  essence,  he  asks  himself: 
What  is  the  logical  meaning  and  significance  of  these 


t .  \r'i-)' 


when    [>red]eaaed  of   G^ 
his  discu-sioie  e\en  when  op 


•  1 

1  »'  i 


iii'/ti.'-     I  }\ '}  T  OW  t 


aieJ   aJe:.:.> 


f  ?^om 


-.-fi- 


lial so  throughout 

uua.g  With  leriiis  and 
?'s,  he  gives  to  tlust    terms 


v<i  :  i  .      O      i  I  W»       ;.  U  IM,     tliil 


f      )-> 


i]l.ihX'> 


♦    f  1  i  J  s  ■ 


fit  into  th(>  framework  of  the  probii  r:   a    he  has  formu- 


a^ 


id  U.'t  ] 


1   It- 


« 

The  present  paper,  however;  will  confine  itself  to 
th^  =;5r  '.  topic  of  "Nf;:-'"-,!;,  •  <-amiliar  division  of 
ui'riuui'--  iuLu  five  dljxss^g  and  ui:'  rr;  i.M\..r  to  show 
how   [,     drawing  upon  older  sources,  and  to^pecially 

upou  An-.aa!rV  va.rl:ai:>  ''In^-ia^-a^inr^  of  predicables, 
^ViaiUiuinae::;  armwii  at  a  ia:;'W  lyin/  i)i  e!a>:>inra!  ion. 

The  statement  with  which  hlni  e  ies  opens  his 
geneinn  aiMnw-i^ei  of  the  a'ojo^^w  of'  auiidan^c  in 
^  "■  ''•'  ^n  a/o/Wr  Aeouktii  1^  inay  be  aLu  cuii-DiiwreU 
as  tiie  logical  starting  point  of  liis  classification  of 
attribuie:>  wiiich  comes  subsequently  hi  Chs.  Hi  d2. 
For,  in  this  statement,  as  we  shall  see,  he  lays  down 
the  praieiple,  which  is  o-sential  to  h'-  m^^^wn  frontmont 
of  the  problem,  that  ierai>  i  iLuieaiLu  u.  Liua  notst 
conform  to  all  the  rules  which  govern  the  use  of  predi- 


I 
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MAIMONIDE?!' 


1  i  I 


\  \" 


TTiaia^Tn:^ 


2ua 


cables  in  logical  judgments.    He  says:  ''Belief  du 


es  aul 

5^^  -waahine  laivn-il  wadi  flu^  lu.s  but  rather  to 

eoi-rt.\W(i  i.A"  the  sou!  whvi)  thai  i;()faai)laon 


refer 

somet 

of  the  soul  is  a 


4  4 


as  iL  IS  coiicewsoh 
statement  is   a    o! 

ritod^  niid  more  jx 
new  phrusino"  ars: 
it  assumes  a   ra/w^  naauaaa. 


caalod  !)\"  the  hodf f  t]-'t  it  i-  ^n  rp>aii  ^- 

twprp^sed  in  this 


I  i  e  -    -. } '  I  o  i  >  > )  *  1  ?  ■■!  1 


no,  and  |)a.!"aheiN  Lu  il   ha\'e  }.)een 
i^-w  can  still  be  cited.    nJui  ai  the 


"-^  s  t  ata  aua-n 


1  ia> 


H    o\    .aiaiinonaa-s 
passage,  a^  wah  be 


notiood.   oontains  two  <;tatenie]it:<.      l-drst,  a  contrast 
between  tluii  anicn  i. 


UUi  \ 


•  ?  t  »  .» 


oTiMi  wa;i  1  fa^ 


i.  i  i  i.  \  i 


that  which  is  not  a  mere  utteranm   of  the  hp^  but  a 

cuiice]aK)n  of  llie  soul.  Sorond  the  nsso^-'-a^.-  fyr 
belief  with  a  eoaeijas.a  o;  lae  soui  whicii  eurrespuau^ 
to  external  reality.  Xova  the  contrast  between  a  mere 
verbal  utterance  and  uau  aiiieh  i^  rsw  ^  rofiv  -^^rh-.] 
idforance  reminds  oie  w  Aiistotle^s  luiarast  between 
^    w-rnoi    Moaenae    'Uyns^   and   a   ]oo;ina]    proposition 

(X670S    a;:oipavTLKbs)^     ll    1:^    laa-    oaaeewd^'S:    ihot  by 

a  conception  of  the  soul  which  is  not  a  am  \eri)al 
a^terance  ..aiaimonides  fnean-  lisa  wiii(W,  Ar;.--of]e  calls 


a"st 


a  logical  proposition.    Xot  oj  evident,  huuia 
sight,  is  the  Aristotelian  origin  of  ahaimonides'  state- 
ment that  beliei  i^  lu  bi    ;j  ^w 
of  the  soul  which  co  responds  1 

r«oah  that  a  loLaeai  \nnyo<i\ui]^  iq  tli-iined  hv  Aristotle 


.eo  i  t  ■( 


O   Ft 


» k  1 1 


oia..-epUo.n 


i-i  L4  \      \'>'  i  { 


2  Ibid,  I,  50. 

'  Kaufmann,  Atiributenlehre,  p.  369,  n.  9. 

'  De  Interjpretatione,  Ch.  1,  16a,  2,  and  Ch.  4,  17a,  2-3. 
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-  a  combination 


n 


%  1  -  <    t 


11,^^  111  wliirii  there  is  "eitLi.i 
=  innii  is  to  be  tested  by  tlir 


correspoiKlt'iiCt^  1.4  iiiv  idea-  iii  our  mind  to  iliu  oujucu 
outside  our  mind^  and  that  such  trutli  can  be  estab- 


lished niaiiiiy  by 


6y]\oiii>rn 


H.i 


~^,  <  i 


hv  indue- 


finally,  that  every  belief  is  fcaaJed  upon 


tion^  aiicl 

the  evidence  of  either  >y\lf)^^']  or  induction/  we  can 

ocii..^-   ^{ji:  how   oii   I  lie   !ja5i5  vi   Liio^o  c^Latements  oi 


\,,r 


e  could  arrive  at  a  definition  of  belief  such 


:,,,^,.,  :,1 


as   gw'ijii    ijofe   by   Ma^n^nnides.       Whai    A 
then-iV^n^  nu'a,u.>  to  ^a\  i>  uiai  belief  i:^  ihaL  w.a^ii  e,ui 
be    XI  leased  by  a  logical  proposition.    Since  this  l> 

wiiiil   i^  rnear.i   to/   fnajt.-f,   then  i'Viry  ^laternent  nKtde 


about  God  whi-'h  !-  os  : 

iii>  n:ituo,>  inu-i  oi  npoessity  constiiiiir  a  lorrica]  proy 


press  any  of  our  beliefs  about 


)0- 


^ i ^  it): 


aie  trtiiii  oi  wlneii  i:>  to  Ou  le^rjlud  by  1I5  ourru- 
spondence  to  tdip  reality  of  the  nature  «^  Cod  Irre- 
spiinrarHt/  laroiN,  such  as  n-l'-jli^'i-  rHH^nle  nr^  in  the 
^^■•-""  '^^  -PPb'iog  to  Goa  a.  loi.r  prayer,  however 
hiU^-liiU)ry  they  may  sound,  do  not  constitute  a  true 
oxpra-^^aju  ui  reIic:iou>  UiAu-i.  and,  acmraina  o.>  Alai- 
monides,  their  use  is  to  be  discouragedd^  y\  prayer,'' 
says  A^  i>U)fie,  "h  n  vorbal  sentence''  and  not  a  logical 
proposition,  inasmuch  as  it  is  "neitaur  iruo  nor  false/'^^ 

^  Ibid.,  Ch.  4.  17a,  2-3. 

8  Metaphysics  i\  ,  7,  1011b,  27. 

'  Analytica  Posteriora  I,  2,  71b,  17-18. 

8  /6fd.  II,  5,  91b,  34-35. 

9  Analytica  Priora  II,  23,  68b,  13. 
^'  Mureh  Nebukim  I,  59. 

"  De  Interpretatione,  Ch.  4,  17a,  4-5. 


[5] 


MAIMONIDES'  n]\-;-!OX  of  ATTRIBUTES 


.'J.J 


Sii"-  ■■' 


HO   waux 


tint  ovfdf 'if  'nr-<  -n-  f1 


exniiat  i( 


God    c 


(  M  in- 


!  b'       in 


iU     ;  N. 


ire   iiol   pro|)(a'   axprt'ssioiiN   ( 


if 


^  In 


Ma\-in-  laid  (iown  in  ri^  no  ua'  principle  that  predi- 

caiioas  adaat  (dad  rnust  eon^^titIlte  logical  pn^'M ait  ions, 
^.Iaimoni(it'N   proceeds   lo    laxa'    in    (da 


')i 


M     '         t 


elassification  or^u^di  pnipo^ddcuis.   ';.. 

01  logical  J X'o- H  i-^a  ina>.  ]]v  sa\a,  one  io  \\ 

Cate  signifies  SOm-Hur-  ,ai,]H--'addad   to  liie   essaiaa 


icri  the  predi- 


of 


the   siihjoet    and    liia    ofhor    in    a-piHi    tla^    prrdicate 


signifies  that  which  i:.  ih 

fhf.  -Rrcf  frp^^.  of  logical 


iO    uSM'tK't'*    Oi 


sufd. 


H  s>n  ! t  )p 


^     i 


ji  aaicaL 


e  says  in  effect, 

.   ai'(/speef  iv('  of 
oriK'  a  transient  axistc-ia/i 
IS  preOKaifr'fj  or  wlaoiai'  i 


a  16  lu  be  c'a)!«'d   a-'fifitM 

...  a 


i     i      I. 


In 


>^aon,a   kmo 


n .  > 


the  fact  ul 

the    SlpHnr't     of    . 

co-eteisu,l  \uili  liiai 

logical  propositions,    nn   coaanue..,    uia  preuieale   aia^ 

be  a   aa-n  having  ihr  aina^  meaning  as  that  of  tda:^ 
subject,  a^,  n_.^  ,•,  t^e  propOi>jiian  "rna,a  >>■  naad'  m- 
it  ma}-  ha  nn'  'Vxplanation  of  a  trrni"  ,  innn^sh  .d/^  ///  .  a> 
e,  cr.,  in  the  proposiiina   *enaa   \^  a   naionn]  nnPiviT '» 
Propositions   like    'man    is    man/    nuwuvu.    :,i,     not 


^  v^  t  u  a  *  * 
nanntni 


I 


A'  ni 


as 


logical  propositions  and  ai 


r    (Os- 


aaii  as  niara  la!U.olaaias.     1 


«        I  '  .  ' .-    ,;•,(•'.:.->      s  1  J  \  V..- 


Based    upon    the    following    statement    in    Mortk    Xebukim    I,  51: 

'nb2  iniN  re^D  Kin  nryn  "^y  c^did  ^jy  hj  o   ,ir:y   "^^ik;'    mpon  ck;  n'^^'^^j^n  n^i 

That  accidents  may  be  eternal  is  stated  by  Aristotle  in  Metaphysics  V, 
30,  1025a,  30-34.  This  kind  of  accidents  is  what  Aristotle  otherwise  calls 
'property'   (cf.  Ross's  commentary  on  the  Metaphysics,  ad  loc). 
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.  A.  A  V  ■*,.    !     4 


a  rational  animal/  on  the  other  hand,  are  taken 
by  him  as  exemplifications  *)f  logical  propositions  of 

the  type  in  wliich  the  pruiiieaiu^  rfimify  ihu  essence 
of  the  subject. 

The  expjv>:^io^:   ' 


.  \  I  '  i  i  11  I  t  -l  L  1 1 ,/  i  i        I  » i         1 1         I  t    i    i  I 


•  1 


reflec  t>  Aiistotle's  expression  ''a  phrase  of  what  a  Ui  i  i 
signifies"  (\6yos  rod  ri  t^  '  a  to  ovofjLa),^^  whicli  is 
rendered  in  Averroes'  Miirile  Commentan^  on  Posterior 
Analytics  by  *  a  phrase  explaining  a  term/'^^  as  con- 
trasted, Willi  Ua;  !/X|a'f^sQ]nn  ''a  plirasp  of  what  a  thing 
is''  a  (  ;  ^  Tov  TL  kdTt),^^  which  is  rendered  in  Averroes' 
work  as  referring  to  a  phrase  'Vhich  shoa  -  tie  essence 


i  i  \ 


/xpfossioa   IS 


of  a  being/'^^  In  An>\i)ik'  the  \nr 
used  as  a  dtMriiiuai  of  what  is  generally  called  a 
nonaaai  deiiiaiioia  wia/reas  the  latter  expression  is 
usad  a:-  a  <:ia^cripiion  ui  wliat  by  way  of  contrast  is 
called  a  real  definition,  or,  as  Aristotle  describes  it  in 
that  lainit  ai.a  passage  in  Posterior  Avnlyiics  II,  10,  a 
definition  hi  indicates  the  cause  of  the  deflnitum.^^ 
Simiiari;.  wa^enna,  in  a  passage  which  is  evidently 
baseii  ai)oa,  ihi;  i,K.i:->agCv5  m  liie  Posterior  Analytics  just 


"  Analytica  Posteriora  II,  10,  93b,  30. 

^*  Averrois  Expositio  Media  in  Librum  Demonsfrationis  AristoteliSf 
Tractatus  II  (Arisiotelis  .  .  .  opera,  Venice  1574,  Volume  I,  Part  III, 
p.  29  E):  "Oratio  declarans  nomen."  Hebrew:  d::;'?  jf-ison  noxon  (Averroes 
Middle  Commentary  on  the  Organon,  MS.  Jewish  Theological  Seminary, 
fol.  216a). 

15  Analytica  Posteriora  II,  10,  93b,  29. 

i«  "Quod  doceat  substanitiam  entis."  {loc.  cit.).  Hebrew:  «:iD3n  d:^^'?  ymo 
{loc.  cit.). 

17  Analytica  Posteriora  II,  10,  93b,  39.  Averroes  calls  this  kind  of  defini- 
tion "definitio  in  veritate"  {loc.  cit.).    Hebrew:  nD«a  mn  {loc.  cit.). 


[7] 


MAiaaanHa 


xasinx  nr  ATTaTfa'Ti.^.: 
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ivvn 


reierrecl  to,  iaaac^  u^^e  ui  \.\\v  t'xr)rt*>.«^inn  *%^Y?)iTitn>^fT 
the  meaning  of  a  {..nyr-^^  with  iviV^rence  to  a  auniinal 
definition.  Tai 
nation   nl 

reference  in  tfip  apfiniiion  ''ma 

would  ^eeni   Lu  \m])\v  that-   Ah 

definition  n^  this  tyai'  a)  be  «in 
But 


.i^-aaJ    lieia 


rw  t/xpra^sioa  ''expla- 
:.)}"    Alaanaaicifa    aitli 

a  a,  ra!  mriaf  aaaaal" 
■aoiaacN  caastilca'c-d   a 

a  auaanaJ  acllauuaa 


r  h  i ./ 


"»■•;   f   I 


the  easp,  for  >ev(a':!]  rtaisfa! 


I    ^  i  I.  li 


In  the  first  place,  iina.  AnsitaJi-  aiia  A.\- 
logical  vicu-v  Mainionida^^  is  following  haiv.  ri^l^>n\vv  a 
definition  of  the  tjrpe  ui  'aiaa  is  a  aainnal  anaaaP  as 
an  exampl.   of  a  real  definition.    In  the  j^  roaa  a!:.,.. 


from  ir 


'-^  '"<^^^UexL  01   \hv  fiassaat^  ia  which  alaiaaaafiia 

'('Xpiaaaiiuii  ol  a  a-ian'  ir  j.;  naae 


uses  the  taare^sji 


0^' 


1  l-«of     1 

!        1      i    <     J      !  t 


nilike  its  corresponding  Ariai  i 


<  a  t ' 


au(i 


;  r     "i  t  •  i 


^ixacciiaian  axpii-; 

to  a  real  definition, 

1  arase  ''raiional  animal  *  as  It 

1    :i  of  a  term'',  he  also  sneaks 

true  essence  ^f  raan''^^ 


aai  \\  i>  a>rt4  !i\-  hiia  '^.'iih  I'aft'r^raa 


Hidee 


Q  ac  saK/aks  o 


;e 


T  .    -1  , 

' '--s^    t  ne     t'xaaaaa 
US  ^s\.aif-.Niaa     the 


^  ■'  i  1  !  1  . 


n 


aaaaa   riaU'C/is   ua^  axiaaasKja 


1 
a    nhrabu   ul 


'I         i    I  ';  !  S'i  J"  ?* 


i^  '    riiiotc^d    [il)o\a^    from 


AristotleasahsMa'aH„aai  o;  a  mil  uuliiai  H)ia    Mun 
the  expression  'explannnon  a^  a  ■u■^r^^'  ■■nsx^\,..\  a,- 


)\S 


» if 


monides  to  the 

by  himself  subsecia* 

rtauiTed  a.)  b^-  ilu'  a 


I  ri  t  i 


aia,.!  aiaaati  a-  caxiilaiiaai 
X.I  meaa  laiai  'iht  Uiaig 
:xa^'  is  aiat  flaaa  a-arr;   is 


^^Najat   I:    Logic,    ed.  Rome    1593,   p.  20,    11.51  sqq.;   ed.  Cairo    1913 
pp. 130-131.  ' 

^^  Moreh  Nebukim  I,  51:  innDN-   --n-  a:jy  win  -r-r-  ■•nn  'd. 
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composed  of  animality  and  rauonality/'^o   This  expla- 
nation i  li    ;  i  iy  cannot  refer  lu  a  nominal  definition. 

Maimonides  takes  up  the  question 


T' 


!  "j  t  i  a*    "^x  •  h  /  •» 

I    i     I.       I,      \  i  S     f         I      L      :  i 


wr-U  *  !   11  dflirntion   i: 


)!"»/<1icab1e  of 


ii'V  iiul,   lie 


rt  jtcts  it  on  the  ground  that  the  elements  of  a  definition 
constitute  the  causes  m  'tho  definitum.^^    This  a'^v 


f!**  -. 


spond^  exacth"  iv  u.e  descripLiun  ul  a  rviu  definitiuii 

ii--^:d  \n'  Ari>lolli'  and  his  fn'L  =a-f'rs/^  aial  Maimonides 


■\\ 


i  not  liav*/  iviaai-  usf  (m'  ihi-  i\v>i'r\u[h^n  unless  !ie 


\J    1    i    >- 


ij  a  Uciaiiliuii  ^.jI  ini^ 


yiA    man  is  a  rational 

animar  lu)  !)t  a  real  definition.  There  ^tu  "^  r  ^n  doul  t, 
thuri'loiv.  liuu.  imlikt'  An^^iuUc  and  Avicenna,  2\lai- 
!u  ui  u  -  uses  liu  expression  'explanation  of  a  term' 
with  reference  to  a  real  definition  ^^^hat  justification 
he  had  in  makine:  use  of  that  old  expression  ai  a  new 


sense  wni  naw  uv  evpianu'«a 


r"!"^  , 


Or  US  pi  a  ^s]  PI  IS  of 


J  )i  n 


f  I i>ru>:a?  K 


.  au 


predicables  is  in  !  opics  I,  4  !  Ihere  Aristotle  begins 
with  a  general  division  of  p^^^^^rables  into  those  which 
signify  the  essence  of  the  subject  ana  uiose  which  do 
not  signify  the  essence  of  the  subject,  calling  the  fonu  r 

definition  aad  iia  iaLler,  raUier  iaosolv,  as  he  savs. 
property.^^  Tiis,  as  will  be  notinU;  urresponds  exactly 
to  Maimonides'  general  classification  of  attributes  into 
those  which  sismifv  the  l^^liicu  of  the  subject  and  those 


^^  Ibid.:  -imm  D"nn  ]d  2Jl^D7\  nmn  «in  dik  id»  -itys  laintp. 

21  Ibid.,  I,  52: 1'N  n'^yn'  nihk?  m«  "^j  "^xn  i-inn^  "^nh  p  pnno  -i«nn  ]d  ]'Dn  nn 

22  Cf.  above  n.  17. 

23  Topics  I,  4,  101b,  19-23. 
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which  signify  someth'nir  superadded  tu  the  subject. 
Then,  taking  ur^  ila^H'  iav(iirah->  wiach  signify  the 
essence  of  ;]a>  subject,  i.e.,  real  dvUnhlom.  'hv  nl>un^ 
au;M;esbet\voon  what  is  to  b^' properh' caJI.'a  *rii-aau  it^^.' 
(opos)  and  what  is  to  be  raijcn  tuily  'douniiury'  {bpiKbv). 
A  definit.inia  he  says,  i.  ahvays  ^a  aertam  phia^e'^ 
(X670S  W9\  that  i  Ul  ^a>,  ''a  phrase  signifying  a 
thing's  essence''  (Aoyos  d  ro  n  rw  fU^^/  .t->^.  .u^^^,w  24 
lii'Hiph  the  subject  of  Ux-  dciiintid::,  ihai  is,  iIk  (ifii],;^ 
tum.  ma\  in-  ,-\u.,r  :■.  irrm  nr ;,  piu-;.M'.  f,,.'  a  definition, 


says  Aristotle,  !ua\    i 


H-^  ( 


*•  '  - '  it.  i      tt    plilclM. 


iJ    I 


s  >  1.  i  I   i  -'  1   a 
Lenn   or   a    i^riraso   in,    juru    of  anotlu^r  phrase''.^^    In 

Averroes'    Middle    Cunuutuuar\-    on    the    Tfrmr^    ihi^ 

Aristotelian  expression    a  j.hrase  in  ii<  u  n:  -  L-rm'  i^ 

rciKlered  b\    the  stahni.  nt    ■■li   .■xj-iaia-.  tha!   which  a 

^anpleterm  .a^:;ii;.'>-'  ana  i.  illublral.-u   >,v  ihr  an.a,:- 

-iiion  '•man  is  n  !-ati<:aai,  mnrtal  animal."^'   Ja  ruaaa- 

distinclioii  Lu  a  ULaaaa.a.   \s^liich.   is  arAaa.'«  "a  certain 
phrase",  a  ^'definitory^  .ay.  .\riunu,^  ],  thai  which 

expluiiib  cue   U'!-i]]   [)y  -onia  other  sjoionymcu,!- 


as,  for  example,  li 


i   ,;  i  1 


e    eVjU 


I  rw 

k  A  li.. 


iUR)a  oi   tlu.'  li.a'ii' 


Poai]3r' 


{wpeTToi-  by  'beautiful'    /.aXoj u. 

From    file  foreo^oina  ajuihrus   of  passages  we  may 

24  /Mrf.,  101a,  39. 

26  /6zd.,  I,  5,  102a,  1. 

^'^Averrois  Expositio  Media  in  ocio  libros  Topicorum,  Liber  I  Cap  4-. 
"Exphcat  quid  simplex  nomen  significet,  prout  dicimus,  an  homo  sit  animal' 
rationale  [mortale]"  (op.  cit.,  p.  8  G).  lU  hr^  u  ™^::  2:,  vVy  nivj.  no',  -nio 
no  13-7D  'n  Dixn  innsD  (op.  cit.,  fol.  231b).    The  occasional  addition  of"  the 

^'^T..,?''''^^^'  '"^  *^^  definition  of  man  is  referred  to  by  Maimonides  himself 
m  Millot  ha-Higgayon,  Ch.  10. 


210 


jN 


[10] 


gather  thai  no  expression  Vxplana^inn  of  a  term'  was 
used  in  \raL.e  versions  of  Aristotle's  logic  in  two 
distinct  -ei  -t>.    First,  it  was  used,  as  in  the  passages 

quoted  fnjiri  Avirvnwci  aiiu  frorii  AxtiToes'  Middle 
Commentary  on  tie  Posterior  Analytics,  in  the  sense 
of  a  nnniiiial  dfiiiiiuon  m  poiitrast  to  a  real  <!(/fhnti«)?i, 
beine^  thus  the  aqui\-ai(-iit  of  Ari-Lotle'^  uxpivbsioii 
X670S  roD  TL  arifxaiuet  to  ovojjLa  ("a  phrase  of  what  a  term 
signifies")  ia  Posterior  A/tulcjitcs  11.  iu,  Uoo,  oU,  as 
contrasted  wit  11  the  expression  Xoyos  rod  rl  ean  (''a 
]^rr-i<f^  o^  V  nat  a  thing  is'')-  Second,  it  was  used,  a? 
in  tfit^  aa--aut/  quoted  n^nai  Avuriuu:^'  Middle  Com- 
a  a  1  *  f  Topics y  in  the  sense  of  a  real  definition 
(opos)  ill  r()iiLra;:5L  10  UiaL  wiiith  is  only  ''definitory" 
{bpiKov),  being  thus  the  equivalent  of  Aristotle's  expres- 
sion X670S  avT  ovdfxaTos  ("a  phrase  in  lieu  of  a  term") 
in  Topics  1  d  d»2;i  I.  a^  contrasted  with  the  explana- 
tion of  one  I  ra  \)y  another  synonymous  term.  Or, 
to  put  it  lanii  -iiaaia:  aei  laaig  to  the  first  sense  of 
the  expression  ''explanai  a:,  jf  a  term",  the  word 
'term'  (Arabic:  ism,  Hebrew:  shem,  ovoixa)  is  used  as 
the  oa|Hk>iLt  nf  the  word  'essence'  (Arabic:  ddt  ur 
moMyyah,  Hebrew:  'ezem  Cazmut)  or  mahut,  to  tI 
icn:  TO  TL  fjv  ehat).  Ar  n-d^ag  to  the  second  sense  of 
thu  ame  expression,  lac  ..uru  term'  is  used  as  the 
opposite  of  'explanation'  (Arabic:  sharh,  Hebrew: 
perush)  in  whicli  -as^e  'explanation'  is  tia  equivalent 
af  the  word  idira^e'  (Arabic:  haul,  Hebrew:  ma'amar, 
X670S).    Now  the  passage  of  Aid  daionides  under  consid- 
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eration,  as  will  have  boeu  uotieed,  corn:^s|)ora]s  'O  f] 


i")  t  Pip 


passage  of  An^-ioile  in  uie  Topics,  la  buiii  of  Uaaa 
the  contrast  is  between  a  1  rtdieate  wia  A  >;iad  it  <  a 
essence  of  the  fcudji'ca  Uy  a,  siaale  tw'aa  ^aca^  as  "idie 
seemly  is  beautiful"  ir    Araamh    aa(i   *'man  is  nKin" 


in   Ahiiifuniidi's.   aiai   n   predieate  wliieh   ^iardnes   the 


? '.  t 


)arasi/.  ^u^a  aa 


i    1     lit.! 


.  ^       kX 


essence  ui  ilw  ^.ubjeei  by 
rational  animal",  in  botli  Ari-^-e!."  and  MiAiniAnuiivs — 
in  the  former  arrcuNJin-;  ui  uu'  iKa-eahi'a-t^  (ft  Axa-rrcje^. 
Consequeniij .  tdaaiiieaai.  >  u>a  ui  ilif  exprab^^ion  A'aaka 
nation  n-f*  a  term'  wifli  refrronce  to  Vafioa:i]  aidaat]' 
reflects  Aristotle's  cxpre^^ioii  ''a  ihwum^  ia  livu  of  a 
term"  in  Topics  L  S.  lo2a.  A  the  wc^rd  'iwakaaajna' 
{sharfL  vorush)  thus  da\-i!a::  hen'  Aii^  naaaaaa  ed  Uia 
word  'phrase'  (X6;.>i,  /a/^^/,  ma'mar),  aixu  doe^.  nut 
therefore  imply  that  la  c  1  sidered  Vaii  n  a  a^  a  a'  as 
only  a  nominal  auaaifiui  n!    iraad. 

In  the  light  of  wi ua  !kis  been  said,  the  ])as>aai  ;a 
Chai^a.-!'  dl  ill  wiucii  alaiinonides  uses  the  expression 
'explanation  of  a  lernd  ib  lu  be  rendertMj  as  A)a(a\aa 


''Tf  that  attribute  signified  (lie  essen  * 


t '  i 


idject. 


f  \ 


len    ^eitner  it   weuld    in/   a   siaaA   Uian    sxaiarwassas 


:^ 


with  that  of  the  subjeeL  la  whuai  case]  u  would  be  a 
mere  tautology,  as  if.  fo]-  (  xaiaiile,  onc^  \\  f)a]  1  >av  'man 
is  man',  26^  or  it  would  \)v  :<  yliniM'  fxaiaiaaia  -i 


r  1 11      •  i  » 


26*  Though  in  Maimonides'  illustration  (dinh  «ir  :-s~  ,]nd:«^n  in  ]Kr:N  .S) 
the  term  used  for  the  predicate  is  the  same  as  that  used  for  the  subject,  his 
statement  that  the  proposition  is  tautological  would  be  true  even  if  the 
predicate  were  a  term  synonymous  with  the  subject.  Cf.  Moses  ha-Lavi, 
Ma'mar  Elohi,  MS.  Bodleian  1324.5,  fol.  120b:  12-     x:  :    -k  r:    -  -  r  i:d«i 
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if.  f  r  xiiiiple,  one  would  say  'man  i-  a  rational  animaF, 
[ill  wiii^^n  ease  the  anjilmU'  wouM  lie  neiiher  a  tautol- 
ogy nor  an  addiuuh^J  virii.ri.i  lu  the  essence  of  the 
subject],  for  the  phrase  'rational  animaF  signifies  the 

tru,e  e:'Sei'iCf'  of  man.  eiisi^lKisizincr  as  it  does,  ^firsf.  uiai 
no  third  element  besides  'rational'  an  i  aniniJ  enters 
into  the  f  >xf-pr  o^  -  laa   and,  [second],  that  it  is  man 

alone  thai  rai,  In:  du^ia-iJRni  b\'  the  tenn^  animality 
and  ra.t.inri.a!ue.e    This  attribute  is  thi]>  ^n-\'    i  a^e^a^M/ 


exf)a,iinaii:  a  it-im  witiiout  tli 


r1  C' 


i)i  anv  ele- 


ment superadded  to  the  essence  designated  by  that 
term,  being  onlv  an  assertion,  as  it  were,  that  the  thing 
which  i^  It :  riua  tu  by  the  term  'man'  is  that  thing 
which  is  ((a nposf  ]  of  animality  a  I  rationality.'' 
SimiJaiiy  in  i/huvivr  .'n!.  a^hen  he  snv<<  wata  raO/rfnce 
to  a  a  ;  in  of  the  type  'man  is  a  mtional  animal' 
that  it  IS  "the  explanation  of  a  term  an  I  :  *^^  a'ng  else,"^^ 
he  does  not  mean  that  it  is  the  expiaiaaiMR  of  a  lenn 
oa'  aaa  I  the  explanation  of  the  essencr  a  ther 
that  it  i>  Uie  explanation  of  a  term  denoting  the  essence 
anu  nut  the  explanation  of  something  added  to  the 
essence. 

Lon uIm  iaii\        a  lenee  that  the  expression  "expla- 
in used  here  by  Maimonides  with 
1  definition  mav  br  found  in  another 
i  which  would  beeni  tu  ul  u.e  under- 


'"'  p  f  n 


'-.n  ! 


aa»a 


.s'DTi]  niDK'  'jrn  ik  ,di«  dinhk'  moxD  .inw  Dsra  ]':yn   imsa   |''?in{p   ]'3   ,n'?yin 
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lying  source  of  Maimoniiie:>'  par^-aga  aara  iinjivr  acai- 
sideration.    In  that  passage  Avicenna  trie.s  to     h  ow 

how  the  simplicity  of  Cod  is  to  be  inaierstood  ^o 
exclude  three  kinds  of  divi>iiaai\a  It  reads:  We  uLo 
say  that  the  essence  nf  the  Nta-assary  RtirR:  laairait 
have  (1)  prineiples  am  u\  lia-  airLrrraair  of  a-!aah  that 
Necessary  Being  wauia  i)a  i'an,:^iitute(a  aar  .2  laaas 
of  quantity,  nor  (3)  privt--  of  n  dohintion  (hadd=6pos) 
or  a  phrase  {kaul  =Xbyos).  [A^  ior  fa-inciplesh  it  niakt  s 
no  difference  whether  they  an^  ra1!aaaia^  like/  rnaitir 
and  form  or  principle?;  of  scaia  .ahw  kmd.  Ihii  In 
the  case  of  parts],  li  ihey  ari^  parn^  i^i  a  phrase  expku ic- 
ing the  meaning  of  the  term  'God',  tlien  each  one  of 
the  parts  must  signiij-  ^-onieta.  .:  wlueh  m  eAi;5tanac 
is  essentially  different  from  at;  ala?  :  a  a  Tie 
reason  why  God  aaaiaa.  lana,-  |..arts  of  a  definua)a  is 
this.  If  anything  i^  describtti  by  imrts  of  the  knid 
mentioned,  then  the  essence  of  any  part  of  it  will  at 
be  the  same  u;^  tiie  es;benee  ^n  nrw  oila'^*  laaa  rmr  aail 
it  be  the  same  as  the  essence  of  the  whole,  so  thai  t  \a  a 
though  it  is  po<^<?ible  for  aaah  of  lis  parts;  to  have  a 
separate  existence  for  itself,  the  whuk  eould  not  pos- 
sibly have  an  existence  without  those  parts  ar.  -  1 
not  therefore  be  said   in  ha\e  nece^Nar\    t  xistefK  (  "28 


^^Najat  III:  Metaphysics,  ed.  Rome,  p.  63,  ini  sqq.;  ed.  Cairo,  p  371; 
Latin:  Avicennae  Metaphysices  Compendium,  by  K.  Carame,  Rome  1926, 
pp.  72-73.  The  bracketed  additions  in  my  translation  are  necessary  for 
the  purpose  of  making  the  meaning  of  the  text  intelligible  and  are  based 
upon  Avicenna's  own  subsequent  analysis  of  this  passage  on  p.  63,  11.  10-12 
(ed.  Rome),  p.  372,  11.  3-6  (ed.  Cairo),  p.  74,  11. 1-7   (Latin). 
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From  the  context  of  the  passage  it  i^^  nuae  clear  that 
the  definition  or  rmrase  referred  to  is  a  real  definition. 

Stii  \^'^-  na  speaks  of  it  as  the  explanation  of  the 
rnfaiii!:-  -:'  a  luiin  Lhe  very  ^aiiic  words  used  by 
hull  in  the  passage  quoted  previously  with  reference 

Fhi  general  tui  !  i  i  classification  of  attributes  given 
by  M  imonides  in  Chapter  51  is  increased  by  him  to 
a  fivefold  clasrffication  in  Chapu-r  52.  Thubu  nve 
classes  of  attributes  are  given  by  In       i      names  of 

'definition',  'pan  vt  definition',  'quaiiiy\  'iviaiion'  and 
'actionn  Tu  liu  may  be  added  a  sixin  ornj,  lianiuly, 
'negation',  which  Mainnnin  niscusses  laf-r  Ian  n  '•  s 
ffuni  ills  formal  cla?5?ifirariiaa  for  ihe  reason  that 
lii  11115  chapter,  as  xi  H  aily  stated  in  the  opening 
^^^n  ''^nce,  ho  confines  himself  to  positive  attributes. 
Xo  litrrari-  nrfrra,raa,  as  far  as  J  katow,  is  to  bo  luund 
for  this  fivefold  classification  of  attributes.  The  nearest 

^'hioNiliaanon  of  anrhuaes 


anal  Off  V  to  it.  i-  Ui 


<   V  t    1  5  5  H 


I) 


ai^r^i, i iia. ii iOi  1  ij\  .  \ aaaiiicim 


ihn   Daud^°  which  is  evidently  ha o  a   upon  that  of 
Algazali.     Thn.-  coia-esponding   to    M:a^iaai ides'   'tiou- 


nition' 


I    j  ! 


definition' 


r, 


1 ' ' 


S 


and 


Abraham  Ibw  baud's  lir-"  class  of  nta  tabutes  whioh 
11  ley  call  'essential  attributes',  under  which  Algazali 
mentions  'c     a-'  and   'difference'  and  Abraham  ibn 


29  Makasid  al-Falasifah  II:  Metaphysics  III,  ed.  Cairo   (without  date), 
p.  150;  Latin:  AlgazeVs  Metaphysics,  ed.  J.  T.  Muckle,  pp.  62-63. 

30  Emunah  Ramah  II,  iii,  p.  54. 
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Daud  mentions  'genu-',  ^iiiiilar];/  eorrosponaniir  ^o 
Maimonides'  'quality'  art-  ihi'iv  'acaatitauai  aatj-ii,uit/sh 
which  in  Algazali  are  aa!   ia\aiou    inia    i\\i.   classes,^^ 

and   corr*-aJ'^'uJing   to   yhuiuinudo^    h'olanon'    ]>    ihe 


attribute  of  naa;aH.  a^  aoili  ol 
sponding  to  "^Taimonides'  'negation 
observed,  i;^  aHaat'ii  bv  iani  oui>.alt 
cation,  is  the  last  class  in  bolt!  Ala; 


ii_'iii, 


i;'a-  -O  a . 

1      liicliij     ; 


jrro- 


»  ^  ;  I  k  ■ 


I  i  J 


lO 


-fl^-) 


'(  1  ('  <        -^ » 


1         ,.    1     ,      .. 

ii   aa,^^^ 


aaani 


ibn  i  ^aua  >  a 


>'>.  \\a'*'-' 


1  f 


iVl  t  •    it     iS 


hkinviNO  oah.e(i  'noiraiiorr. 


Bui  while  Maimonides'  ekis^iiiicauoii  ha>  Uiiduubiodiy 
been  influenced  by  that  of  Algazah  and  Ahaaa  a;  ibn 

Daud,  still  it  aoaiains  aortain  'iiiun-iu'es  of  oc*th 
arrangement  and  ioniiinoiog\  wiiiah  woiiai  M'on.i  lo 
indicate  tiiai  iJkto  wera  ^ona^^  ofhor  sources  and  some 


1  5  1 

II     a  ^.  a  I 


'M  .M 


other  considerations   v\!a 

adopt   his  own  particular  t  la>^ia(  a-ion 


a 


to 


s( )aroos  a 


roiisidii^a.!  5 


\\  i'Vi ' 


ht 


.  V? 


!., ; 


;  a,  •>t^ 


1  ( '  ( : 


In  those  aiaaat^^  j-  Ine  Topics,  uAiah  wo  ncc\o  ^liowil 

to  be  the  underlying:  ourats  of  Maiinonides'  prelim- 
iiiuiy  luululd  alas-ificailica]  of  a!  i!iouir'>  in  Claipna'  di, 
Aristotle,  after  having  made  h In  goi a  rai  a v  fold  df\a  a  ii 
^f  predicaiilos  iaio  ihoM-  wiarh  ^iizuiiv  i!a;-  n^^^f^vice  of 
the  subject  and  ihobu  which  do  not  siLriiifa  ii:^  u:5aeiicL', 
subdivides  them  further  into  two  classes  each.  Those 
which  signify  the  essence  of  the  subject  are  subdivided 
by  him  into  definition  and  genus.  Those  which  do  not 
signify  the  essence  of  the  subject  are  subdivided  by 


31  Cf.  my  Crescas'  Critique  of  Aristotle,  p.  686,  n.  4. 
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i  / 


hiiTi  iiiio  pr  Hit  rLy  and  accident.^^  Property  and  acci- 
dent, though  both  of  them  are  considered  by  Aristotle 
as  predicates  which  do  not  signify  the  essence  of  the 
subject .  lii'f !  from  each  other  according  to  him  in  that 
the  former  *'is  present  (uttc.  .^et)  to  a  certain  thing 


alone' '^^  w 


1,,  -, 


•a: 


fl^o  ViH 


f'T' 


'  is  ''something  which  may 


be  pn/^enl  or  ma}"  nui  bt-  present  wiu:  any  one  aiin,  ihe 
self->raTi>  tliing''.^^  Elsewhere,  '<  v  L-  iesignates 
both  iii'rh.li'i\[  alio  properly  as  accident. ^^ 

But,  Uit  ,  after  arriving  cii  his  fourfold  classification 
of  'predicables'  (KaTrjyopijfjLaTa),  Aristotle  seems  to  have 
reminded  himself  of  his  tenfold  elas-dicaiion  of  trie 
'predicaments'  (KaTrjyopiai) ,  <  !  aa^:  ries,  as  they  are 
usual i\  called,  and  makes  the  suggestion  that  the  four 
predicables  may  be  combined  with  the  ten  categories, 
for,  as  lie  >a\  a  ''the  accidcia  and  genus  and  property 
and  defiiatinii  wi:!  ;a\vaya  f^e  m  j^'c^  of  these  cate- 
gories".^^ lie  obvious  implication  cf  tiiis  statement 
h  ^>-t  (he  categories,  which  are  a  classification  of 
being,  can  also  be  treated  as  predicables,  which  are  a 
classification  of  logical  relations,  so  that  instead  of 
speaking  of  four  predicables  one  could  speak  of  ten 
predicables  or  of  any  other  number  into  which  Aristotle 
occasionally  divides  his  categories.  ^ 

In  the  history  of  diristotelian  philosophy,  howevci, 

«  Topics  I,  4,  101b,  17-25. 

33  Ibid,  I,  5,  102a,  18-19. 

34  Ibid.,  102b,  6-7. 
»  Cf.  above,  n.  12. 

3«  Topics  I,  9,  103b,  23-25. 


this  suggested  combination  wa<  nni  fnla-i  up.  Cate- 
gories and  predicables,  as  a  rua-,  wiav  k«ic  aaar:," 
and  while  philosophers  did  not  exacHy  jMaa  of  a  ir 
predicables  as  they  spoke  of  tc  n  categories  they  did 
speak  of  five  predicables,  ita^  live  being  Porphvia  s 
modification  or  Aristotle's  ii^t,  in  udii^  h  the  lattor's 
'definition',  'genus'. 


I  >r<  a  K'Ti  \ 


38 


'genus',  'species',  'difi'iatac  i  \  piopi  >{-'  nad  'aceiai  ixi 

^n  the  basis  of  these  facts,  then,  aiaa  r  ides  had 
before  him  three  possible  enua a  nc  ui.^  c  5  a  a  aides 
or,  as  he  calls  them,  attributes.    (1)  lie    na      aave 


followed 


.  \ 


nlln' 


"^    foraati    -aa.ea]«/nt   in    the 


and  enumerated  four  attributes.    (2)  II 
followed    Porrdivia'  and 


i  '        i'i   U 


-I  r* 


ei  ( {.a :  ira. ;. .,  i  -a     ;  a  < 


i    i.  1  4     \     " 

-au^s. 


■-^  I J  ( ''  n"  I  -  V  T  )  (  )' 

'■■        V-*.    Vw^    W™,    «        •         V,     J     -      ■ 


(3)  lie  '-taaa  aa\f  followed  Ari>t(ale*>  iaa^ 
ill  the  Topics  and  enumerated  u-n  attributes,  corre- 
^pondaa!"  to  !}]<•  a-a  categories.  Kow,.  in  hi?  "formal 
treatise  ^m  logical  terms,  :\h.aaaaide^  fuiiows  i'or-- 
phyry's  enumeration,  which  by  his  time  had  already 
become  standardized  ir;  [aalu&uaiac  lia-iaaire,  uad  he 
concludes  his  reproduction  nf  Porphyry's  five  predi- 
cables with  the  following  characteristic  statement: 
"These  are  the  li\c  aa.versal  notions  as  they  have 
been  enumerated  by  the  ancients."^^   Here,^^  however, 

"  An  indirect  suggestion  as  to  the  use  of  the  ten  categories  as  predicables 
may  be  found  in  Saadia's  Emunot  we-De'ot  II,  8-12.  A  similar  suggestion 
as  to  the  use  of  the  ten  categories  as  predicables  is  to  be  found  also  in  St. 
Augustine's  De  Trinitate  V,  8  (VII). 

"  Porphyrii  Isagoge  et  in  Aristoielis  Categorias  Commentarium,  ed.  Busse, 
pp.  1  sqq. 

39  Millot  ha-Higgayon,  Cf.  10.  ^o  Moreh  Nebukim  I,  52. 
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in  his  discussion  of  divine  attributes,  he  combines  all 
the  liiivc  possible  types  of  classifications  we  have 
mentioned.  F-  Porphyry  he  borrows  the  number 
'ii\  t^'  and  in  ik,;  irmitv  with  it  he  di^ndes  his  aiUiuutes 
into  five  classes,  as  was  done  also  by  Algazali,  evidently 
for  the  -ariK'  reason.  Bui  having  paid  tribute  t^  custom 
and  retaiiuti  tiit  Porphyrian  term  iiw,  i.^  returns  Lu 
the  original  fourfold  classification  of  Aristotle  and  he 
follows  it  faithfully  in  the  lirsL  ami  second  parts  of  his 
enumeration.  His  first  class  of  attributes  is  ..lied  by 
him  definition,  exactly  as  it  is  in  A>i  'o^L  n  d  his 
stio! id  class  of  attributes,  illuibiruLuu  by  Ulc  terms 
'animality'  and  'rationality',  that  is  to  say,  genus  and 
difference,  i-  cnWrfl  by  him  pari  of  definition',  which 
is  only  another  way  of  expressing  what  Aristotle  calls 
'genus',  for  the  term  'genus'  is  used  by  Aristotle  to 
include  also  'difference',  for,  as  he  says,  "difference, 
being  attached  to  genus,  is  to  be  ranked  alongside  with 
".^^  FurLhermore,  in  the  passage  quoted  above 
1  .ivicenna,  the  terms  'genus'  and  'difference  :e 
referred  to  as  'parts  of  definition'.^^  Then  evidently 
actine  upon  An^ tulle's  suggestion  in  the  Topics  as  to 
the  possibility  of  combining  the  predicables  with  the 
categories,  he  substitutes  for  the  general  ^orm^  prop- 
erty' and  'accident'  a  complete  enumeration  ui  the 
nine  accidental  categories,  for  'property',  as  we  have 
sppH.  is  to  Aristotle  only  a  special  kind  of  'accident'. 

"  Topics  I,  4,  lOlb,  18-19. 
«  Cf.  above  p.  213  and  n.  28. 


frr-'?":  1 1 ' 


Ij.   -Jj-. 


ealugonc 


t  M 


•^oiT^-^f-inios  has  a 
.1  vviiidi  the  nine 
'^  together  umu/v 


'li\\o\\>,    ] .  0. .   ri  1 1  f ,  i 


<  WAil 


But  inasmuch  as  Aii^iotit    himse 
threefold  classification  of 
non-substantial  categories  ra 

the  headings  of  ra  Tiavr;.  nu 
and  TOL  Trpos  rt,  relations,^^  and  {ui:  urnui  na  inacn 
as  for  his  own  parUcular  [^rc»njfrn  ui  diviia^^  nHributes 
the  categories  which  mav  \w  Lrn  un* F  logeiliur  anner 
the  heading  of  relation  pnsi  auF  n  iifferent  problem 
than  those  under  the  1 


it*ai 


n  :        ! 


1  • 


Aiaimonides 
mentions  only  the  caaa:i  rur  nf  qaaiilj  and  'relation'. 
Undfi  these  two  rntegories  liowever,  we  shall  irv  to 
show,  Maimonidcb  explicitly  me!inon:s,  or  iiaiincny 
refers  to,  all  the  nine  categories. 

'Quality'  is  dividfHi  by  Mannonidos,  after  Aristotle,^^ 
into  four  main  classes  and  is  u^^ed  by  hini  as  a  general 


term  under  which  he  includes 


..1 


;o 


the  categories  of 


possession,  action,  passion  ana  aa  aiiiy.  Thus  in  the 
first  class  of  quality,  which  Aristotle  as  well  as  Mai- 
monides  calls  'habit'  and  'disposition',^^  the  term  'lia])it' 
(e^ts,  Arabic:  milkah,  Hebrew:  kinyan)  suggests  the 
category  of  habere  Cexeiv,^^  Arabic:  al-milk,  Hebrew: 
ha-kinyan),  i.e.,  'possession'.  Furtheriia]  ,  alaiaaua 
ides  in  his  restatement  of  this  kind  c  f  ya;  ly'  includes 
under  'habit'  not  only  what  Aristotle  r Us  habits  of 
'knowledge'  (ew Larrj fxat  Arahic:  Hlvi,  iiLLiuaa  hakmah) 

«  Metaphysics  XIV,  2,  1089b,  23-24.   The  term  Tra^r?  in  this  passage  is 
generally  understood  to  be  used  by  Aristotle  in  the  sense  of  Trotd. 
**  Categories,  Ch.  8. 
«  Ibid.,  Ch.  8,  8b,  27. 
«  Cf.  ibid.,  Ch.  15,  15b,  18. 
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1.1  Ljt 


1.  )  ■■  r       ■  ■  I    ■  ■■  .      ^  i  ■  t  ■■  I     1       •  ■ 

bv  the 


t'  \ 


.>»  fV" 


cu,  \r  ic:  kulky  Hebrew:  middahy^ 
iiiiih     li's  habits  of  'art'  (Arabic: 

=  ' A//''//e    rexv-q)    wiiicj:    ho   ihu>irates 

Uci  ,  and  thus  Ua  Ml  in  habit  sug- 
fwy  of  'action'.  In  ihe  second  Idnd 
i?  descrilH'U  hy  l^inn  Aristotle  and 

t  se  terms  which  refer 
to  ''natural  po^^  r  t  r  lark  of  power'',  the  expression 
"natural  puwxi  n-  luck  i)i  ijuuer"  is  explained  by 
Aristotle,  though  left  unexplained  here  by  ?\Taimonides, 

nwti     of  doing  some- 


IS'* 


01  '(ilia  lit  y 
Maimonides  as 


.  i   i  ■-..     1  L  i  ■    1 


as  a  r\ix 


'         ;      ^      (  i 


thing  easily ",^Hhe  a  ra  a  a^  roiriaat)  thus  reflecting 
the  category  of  'action'  {iroielv),  1  rr  r^ategory  of 
'pasfciun'  {ttcktx^lv)  is  reflected  in  the  third  class  of 
quality  which  is  described  by  both  Aristotle  and  Mai- 
monidos  as  ihat  of  liussive  (TradrjTLKal)  qualities  and 
passions  (Trd^T/)".^^  Finally,  the  fourth  kind  of  quality 
is  that  of  "figure  and  shape",  which  Juaanonides,  after 
Alfarabi.  explicitly  describes  as  "quality  resulting  from 
quantity  as  such",^^  thus  reflecting  the  category  of 
quantity.  Aiai  ^o  under  quality  Maimonides  really 
includes,  besides  the  category  of  quality,  a!  u  he  cate- 
gories of  possession,  action,  passion  and  quantity. 

Similarly  'relation'  i^  used  by  2\iuimonides  as  a 
general  u  i  m  under  which  he  includes  three  categories 
or,  a-  lie  says,  three  knids  of  relations:  (1)  the  relation 

*7  Ibid.,  Cij.  8,  8b,  29. 

"  Ibid.,  9a,  18-19. 

"/'•'     9a,  28-29. 

60  Ci.  xMunk,  Guide  I,  p.  196,  n.  5. 
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)vl 


of  a  ihnig  U)  place,  (2')  ilw  rvlniion  vi  a  ilan'i  la  liiiie, 
and  (3)  iha  ri'haiua  r>i  one  liiia^  lo  ajaJtlun  ihinLi. 
Tht'  las!  iu'  liiosp  iirn-i-  kiiihs  of  i-olaiiaa  i-nrrasr/oiai^  to 
^ vriSLOLie  s  ^v'aai'ai  (a/iaalioii  oi  rt'ialioii  cia  liial  wanaii 
explains  one  thin^  wit]]  referenn  fo  another  fliiiai 
Ahainonides'  fApt^a-sions  TX);y  aial  ~--^  r'K?  iria- 
!vaecting  Aristotle's  OAh?"*.'N>ioa  -pos  erepov,^^  Tmu^isi 
Aii6Lot!o  himself  hoeR  ao!    out   ihe  aatt/aaries  ol 


I'"-"- 


•p 


and  time  under  rekUion,  AlaUiajaaJea'  eunibinaiion  uf 
these  three  categories  i 


af'f  without  |)recenaaf.  for  we 


find  th,a.i  Plouaus  a?arut.■^  foi-  \\w  iaila-^ioa  of  taao  ai 
place  under  ^•'.■laU'aiP^    Avireinua   lan^   tak*^ 


fo  include  the  catoo-cahi': 


f >j   I  inia  ana  a^ia- '^ 


goes  even  iurlher  cuaa  niclLide^  uiitiar  it  aU  ihu  uthur 
categories, ^'"^  as    loes  also  Maimonides'  contemporary 


Averi'nes. 


54 


f !  n*t 


1,  i  i 


arionncH'e,  ma\-  ai 


"^s  i 


have  been  used  by  IMaiinonides  to  incauiio  ihe  eiuegory 
n^  position,  though  no  specific  mention  is  mada  of  it 
by  him  here,  for  we  krasw  ilan.  Ari>fanks">  aaiaiinr}-  af 


A\<{) 


M(  f !  ir 


relation  sometaat     i  a  iai 
tion.^^ 

These  three  kinds  of   rakiUuii   ait    iut 
Maimonides  b\^  four  examples,  namely,    (] 


>  Y-i 


is  the 


"  Categories,  Ch.  7,  6a,  37. 

"  Enneades  VI,  i,  14. 

^^  Shifd\  fo].27a.  18-22,  quoted  in  a  xi^ulkmr,  UOrganon  (VAristote 
dans  le  monde  arabe,  p.  93,  n.  8. 

"  Epitome  in  Metaphysicorum  libros,  Lib.  I  (Aristotelis  opera  .  .  .  Venetiis 
apud  lutnas,  1574,  Vol.  V  p.  359  B-C  ;  AMVac:  ed.  Quiros,  §29,  p.  17; 
German:  M.  Horten,  Die  Mciaphysik  dcs  Averroes,  p.  16,  S.  van  den  R*  rtrh, 
Die  Epitome  der  Metaphysik  des  Averroes,  p.  12. 

"  Categories,  Ch.  9,  lib,  8-10;  cf.  Ch.  7.  Gb,  3. 
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(2)  A  is  the  partner  of  B,  (3)  A  is  the 
resideiiL  of  u  certain  place,  (4)  A  1,5  he  who  Hved  at  a 
certain  time.  Of  these  four  examples  the  third  and 
fourtii  mv  (miiv  obvionsh  meant  to  illu^Liciie  respec- 
tively the  relations  of  place  ai:u  li^u^  whereas  the  first 
ail  1  >econd  are  presumably  meant  to  illustrate  what 
Maimonides  calls  the  relation  of  one  thing  to  another. 
Thus  while  only  one  example  each  is  given  for  the 
relation?  oi  place  anu  time,  two  examples  are  given 
for  the  relation  of  one  thing  to  another.  Furthermore, 
laic  r,  in  UiP  course  of  his  discussion,  Maimonides  sub- 
divide;- lilt  relation  of  one  thing  to  another  into  what 
he  vaguely  calls  (a)  correlation  and  (b)  some  rela- 
tion.^^  What  he  exactly  means  by  these  two  sub- 
divisions he  does  not  explain.  But  from  his  argu- 
ments aeriinst  their  applicability  to  God  it  may  be 
gathered  that  by  'correlation'  he  means  the  mutual 
relation  between  two  things  which  are  dependent  upon 
each  Diiier  as  cause  and  effect  and  that  by  'some 
relation'  he  means  the  numerical  relation  between  two 
things  which  share  something  in  common  but  in  dif- 
ferent proportions,  for  against  the  admissibility  of  the 
fonner  as  a  divine  attribute  he  argues  that  God  as 
cause  is  independent  of  Us  effects,  and  against  the 
admissibility  of  the  latter  he  argues  that  there  can  be 
no  relation  of  more  and  less  or  equality  between  God 
and  other  beings."    The  question  naturally  arises  in 


"  (a)  msia:^n,  (b)  on^  n!:p. 

"  Cf.  Shem-tob  on  Moreh  Nebukim,  ad  he. 
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(,)    Iii:^    L\\V 


our  mind  whether  the  two  examples  Maimonides  men- 

Lioiis  as  illustrntions  df  the  ri4aunn   ef  one  thin^  to 

a  stiidv  isf 

^iivisions.  iJiai 

two  examples 


another  correspon  a  i 

of  that  kind  of  relation     T  shal 


•UU::;eU  U* 


<\M)"X 


e.. , . 


liiuaaiiig  o\  lht.'r^^  I  we 


the  history  and 

this  is  exactly  the  aul]io^e  which 

were  intended  for  la-  alaaaiaades. 

In  his  Metaphysics^^  Ari:>iulie  ar\aac^  reiauun  iulo 
three  kinds,  two  of  whicia  necessary  for  our  purpose 
here,  are  mentioned  by  hiin  also  ia  m<  J'hysics,^^ 

The  first  kind  of  relation  is  eaiied  by  \r  -aetle  the 
relation  of  "the  active  to  the  pas-ive''"^  or  flie  relation 
of  ''agent  and  patieiu  '^^  and  lie  illu-irai^-  ii  b\  tlie 
example  of  a  father  who  ''is  eal't  a  father 


S     ■^i  ) 


because  "the  one  has  aiVea,  aaa   tJa-  niJn,-!'  lias  been 
acted  on  in  a  ceiiaia  \va\  ''.^^    T! 


>{-i-in]i\  kiiiu  01 


ji  V.  1  c  A, 


tion  is  r^alied  bv  Arij^tollr  *'nufat--'i-a-  reiation''^^  or 
the  relation  of  "that  wiiica  exceeds  lu  thai  ahich  ib 
exceeded''^^  or  tla  relation  bd  \  en  "excess  ar  1 
defect''^^  and  lie  lilusirates  ii  b\-  the  exainpias  of 
"double'',  "triple'',  and  binater".^^  Under  ihi^  kind 
of  relation  ho  includes  also  tho  relation  of  "sameness", 
"likeness"  and  "equaiiiy''.^^    The  aaiia  (auavriuribiic 

^^  Metaphysics  V,  15,  1020b,  26  sqq. 

^9  Physics  III,  1,  200b,  28-30. 

«o  1020b,  30. 

"  200b,  30.  62  1021a,  23-25. 

«3  1020b,  32-33. 

"  1020b,  28.  65  200b,  29. 

66  1020b,  26-23;  cf.  Categories,  Ch.  7,  6a,  39,  6b,  18-19,  31. 

67  1021b,  8-10. 
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numerical  relation  is  that  the  things  so  related 
rnu^t  have  something  in  common  with  reference  to 
which  they  can  be  compared,  for,  as  Aristotle  says, 
**Ui«)se  tliinK>  iiri  tiic  >ame  whose  substance  is  one; 
those  are  like  whose  quality  is  one;  those  are  equal 
whose  quantity  is  one"/^ 

In  the  light  of  these  ^laLLiiients  of  Aristotle  it  is 
quite  clear  that  j^Iaimonides'  distinction  between 
'correlation'  and  'some  relation'  corresponds  to  Aris- 
totle's distinction  between  relation  of  'agent  and 
patient'  and  'numerical  relation'  and  also  that,  as  in 
Ari^sLotie,  ins  example  of  father-Ron  relation  was  meant 
by  him  to  serve  as  an  illustration  of  agent  rtient 
rt  lation  or  f  wiiai  iie  himself  subsequently  calls  'corre- 
ladoii'.  ill  V  iuw  of  this  k  i>  nui  unreasonable  to  assume 
Uiat  his  exam]!*  a  partnership  was  likewise  meant 
by  him  to  svm;  as  an  illusi ration  of  nufia-rifa!  relation 
or  what  he  himself  subsequently  can  'sona  n  lation'. 
fhn  aran  --  of  the  example  of  partnership  as  an  illus- 
iiaiUuii  u^  nan  i  I  al  relation  will  be  more  ivaaily  under- 
stood when  it  i  recalled  that  by  numerical  relation 
Aia-tntlp  mc^ans  a  ralatinr  oxi^ting  aarv. ft^n  two  things 
\  n  share  the  same  substance  or  quality  or  quantity 
in  either  unequal  or  equal  proportions.^^  In  using 
the  example  of  'A  is  partner  of  B'  2\laimonides  means 
therefor t  a  say  that  'numerical  relation'  is  a  sor  f 
I  ai  aaership'  between  two  tiimgs  which  share  the  same 


•8  1021b,  10-12. 

"  Cf.  above  nn.  66,  67. 
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substance  or  quantity  or  quality  ir  la  a  i   unequal    a 

equal  proanrauu^.  MiJI  na>!'o  rlpa"  uoo:-  ijio  nnfiinvq 
of  this  illustration  becomt  wia  a  a  kt n  m  conncctioii 
with  his  subsequent  refiitatioa  of  thf>  existence  of  a 
numerical  relation  ouLWueu  Gaa  ana  i'n':uun'>.  od  tho 
ground  that  all  terms  aiplied  to  (in!  u  :  f  «  aider- 
stood  in  an  euan'ofai  Mai>fo  caaai  as  "tia,'  term  '('V!:a» 
ence'  is  applied  to  Him  and  to  other  beings,  accuiaaar 
to  our  opinion,  only  in  an  equiv(    a-  -ense''.^^    When 


i  •      H 


t  i  ,>' 


■or    'vnUiyi)r:\\\-](''Q^' 


we  recall  that  in  Arabic  th 
(ishtirdk)  is  based  upon  a  \Vi»?'d  laaarnug  'lu  bo  a 
]aaaaer'  y^^h^rik),  wo  Taa,\'  >op  tlio  poiatodia^'ss  of  this 
contention  -^  M;aas)iadaa  m  araaiai:  laai  i.hora  sai;  be 
no  'numerical  relation',  i.e..  nariac  rsiiip,  between 
teriii- pi'^aiaaLoii  oi  G'oa  aao  asarw  rirroK-ari'fJ  (a'ofja^r 
beings  on  SLd-nunt  of  Ua^  faai  ilaii  ihta  are  las^aiaated 
of  them  "ill  an  onuo'oisii  ^onsp"  Jn  ifc:  orirriiaa  ]\for']i 
meaning  Main 


iu ;  4. iLie,;; 


1, 4  t   I   I  I      .   £    I 


>  1 1) I:-:  i  ia,-ru  is  no 
'partnership'  botwocai  (a)b  aad  oihrr  fieings  except  in 
so  far  as  they  share  in  t  ia-  sana-  :o>u!ai  of  cartaiu  usa-ds 
which  are  applied  to  tiaa.  m  ab^ukitely  unrelated 
na.%samgs. 

The  first  four  kinds  of  Maiinoia  iut>  ciu^^aa  at  sai 
thus  have  their  origin  in  Aristotle,  ba  od  as  they  are 
upon  a  combination  of  his  fourloai  slassificaiion  of 
predicables  and  his  tenfold  and  threefold  classification 
of  categories.    In  view  of  ads,  it  is  quite  natural  for 

^°  Moreh  Nebukim  I,  52  (4)  ]"3j;  ^nh^w  no  ]»2i  ira  yn^  'd  y2  om  t^i::'  -]'ni 
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US  to  inquire  whether  his  fifth  attribute,  which  he  calls 
action,  has  a  similar  origin,  or  whether  it  is  something 
of  his  own  device,  dictated  by  the  exigency  of  the 
problem  of  divine  attributes,  in  which  action  had  to 
be  separated  from  all  the  other  attributes,  inasmuch 
as  it  is  the  only  attribute  which  according  to  him  can 
be  predicated  of  God  affirmatively.  This  question 
seems  to  have  occurred  to  Joseph  Caspi,  for  he  makes 
the  following  comment:  ''1  do  not  remember  to  have 
come  across  this  [fifth]  class  of  attributes  in  any  of  the 
books  on  logic  or  physics,  that  is  to  say,  that  it  should 
be  treated  as  a  special  class  of  aiUiuutes,  and  I  am 
inclined  to  think  that  it  is  a  distinction  made  by 
Maimonides  out  of  his  o\mi  head''.^^  He  iui'thermore 
states  that  Maimonides'  attribute  of  action  is  ''a  sub- 
division of  itlation''/"  which  he  subsequently  qualifies 
by  saying  that  it  is  ''the  lowest  of  the  subdivisions  of 
relation''.^^ 

By  the  last  statement  Caspi  undoubtedly  means  to 
say  that  Maimonides'  action  is  to  be  identified  with 
that  kind  of  relation  which,  as  we  have  seen,  Aristotle 
describes  as  the  relation  of  ''agent  and  patient''  ui 
"the  active  to  the  passive".  In  this  Caspi  is  quite 
ob\  iously  wrr  ^,  for  iL  can  be  shown  that  in  that  part 

'^  Maskiyyot  Kesef,  ad  loc.  in  'Ammude  Kesef  u-Maskiyyot  Kesef,  ed. 
Werbluner,  p.  58:  npiVnn  dnt  ,':^  ai^nn  '-inhd  '<  w  d  n  r\  p'?nni 
Nin  ^nyiD  '73N  ,mnrD  npiVn  nro  nwyw  ^:):£i  ,v3Dm  ]v:nn  '>15D2  k'he'  l^Dm  n"? 
n-nono  pvi. 

''^  Ibid.:  niBi^Dn  tdd  nw  nn  namm. 

^3 /ftirf.,  p.  59 :    read)  »TyD32?  ^Bwri  fj^yon  «in  'E'^onn  pVnn  nw  1H^2D  p  d« 


of  his  discussion  of  relation,  in  which  Maimonides  tries 
to  show  that  relations  such  a^  thuL  ui  laii  .  r  in   .on 
cannot  be  predicated  of  Cn  I.  his  discussion  is  a  direct 
criticism  of  all  his  predecessors,  Jewish    Moslem  and 
Christian,  ever  since  Philo,  wiiu  ..Ucuiablv  admitted 
such  a  kind  of  relation,  i.  e.,  the  relation  of  agent  and 
patient,  as  an  attribute  of  God.  which  kind  of  k  lation, 
according  to  a  comment  by  Narboni  on  Algazali,  is 
also  to  be  called  action.'^'*    Funliermnro,  it  c:u\  al-i^  he 
shown  that   even    such    {U]ih}>o|iiiers   as    ikinvn    ilai 
Pakuda,^^  Joseph  ibn  Zaddik'^  aiid  Judaii  na-Levi,^^ 
who  explicit]\'  ^-peak  of  an  atnihuit^  nfaauafa  iiitain  hy 
action   the  relation   of  agent   and   patient    uni  ii   is 
rejected    here    by    r^Tnimonides.     What    Alaimonides 
really  means  by  action  that  is  not  a  laiaiiaii  j >  ran  ihe 
subject  of  the  present  paper.    Fr^    I  r  in\:->i~iu  we  shall 
confine  ourselves  to  1!].    uiul^ivin  nmod  fn    Caspi  in 
the  first  part  of  his  statement  a uu  -iiidl  uy  lu  ^huw 
that  in  Aristotle's  discussion  of  predicables  there  is  to 
be  found  a  passage  which  will  account  iur  :  lainomdes* 
treatment  of  action  as  an  attribute  to  be  distinguished 
from  the  other  four  aiiraaites. 


7^  Narboni  on  Kawwanot  ha-Pilosofim  II:  Metaphysics  III.  MS.  Biblio- 
theque  Nationale,  Paris,  Cod.  Heb.  901,  fol.  73b:  Algazali:  3iDn  ^yain 
UDD  -niD  '?vis  •?«  niD^yn  ^n:^  "?«  2W'  «im.  Narboni:  «im  mVivsn  n«n  ^y>ain 
MDD  -niD  ^yiD  •?«  mD::yn  »in::. 

"  Hobot  ha-Lebabot  I,  9. 

'« 'Olam  Katan  III,  ed.  Horovitz,  p.  48. 

'7  Cuzari  II,  2.  Judah  ha-Levi's  relative  attributes  (nvbsD  ,'n*D«i«), 
which  he  distinguishes  from  actional  attributes  (nre^yo  /nn'jiNn),  are  of 
a  different  nature  and  have  a  different  origin,  as  I  hope  to  show  elsewhere. 
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In  Aristotle,  besides  the  fourfold  and  tenfold  classi- 
fications of  predicables  which  he  discusses  in  Topics, 
I,  4  9  there  is  also  another  type  of  classification  to 
wii  I  he  makes  reference  in  De  Interpretatione,  Chs.  5 
and  10.  i^  letimes  the  predicate  of  a  proposition,  he 
tn  say,  is  coiintfua  with  its  subject  by  the 
is'  {to  eari),  which  is  described  by  him  as  being 
''additionally  predicated  as  a  third  element''  {rplrov 
TrpoahxiT'n-fGpvrat),'^^  and  sometioies  the  predicate  and 
the  copula  are  combined  into  one  word  which  he  refers 
to  as  ''a  verb''  (p^/^a).^^  This  distinction,  which  in 
Aristotle  is  only  slightly  suggested,  has  been  fully 
developed  by  Ammonius  who  also  invented  the  terms 
bv  wliicii  ii  has  been  known  to  subsequent  logi- 
cians. Propositions  in  which  the  cop  J  s  distinct 
from  the  predicate  are  described  by  him  as  propositions 

of  the  third  adjacent  (irpor aaets  U  rplrov  aarrjyopovjJLevov, 

propositiones  tertii  adjacentis),^^  whereas  propositions 
in  which  the  ^^nv  ;  >  i^:  merged  with  the  predicate  are 
described  by  him  as  ;  r  positions  of  the  second  adja- 
cent 'Ik  8vo  .  .  .  airoreXovvraiy  propositiones  secundi 
adjacentis).^^ 

This  distinction  between  a  predicate  which  Aristotle 
describes  as  a  Verb'  and  a  predicate  which  in  the  lan- 
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guage  of  Aristotle  is  connected  \\  ii  h  the  ^uh^pci  i»y  the 
copula  'is'  "additionally  predicaud  a>  u  inii  jtiiieni  ' 
is  also  made  use  of  by  I\Taimonides  in  his  treatise  on 
logical  terms.^^  rdiriheria-rt/,  like  Ammoniu>  he  di- 
scribes  a  proposition  in  which  th(  |  ■•  icate  is  i!  a 
'verb'  as  a  "two~terni<^d  hi'op^i'dtdcm",^^  anri  ii  is  eaiirvi 


.  >  •   \ » 


*•  ii^_. 


uiiitrr  leriii^  are 


a  two-termed  propositiua  e\Lii 

contained  in  it  as  direct  objects  of  the  verb.    Tlie  illus- 


t'i.i 


trations  used  bv  him  for  tweaiiTnt/d  prn]Hi>i{\(H]>  i 
"A  stood 'd  "A  kdk-d  B".^^   Similarly  a  [/lopn.uaa.  m 

which   the  pre^licate  is  a  noun   nv  an   adjecaive  o]^  a 


participle  connected  wilh  its  ^la^jt'ci  by  -uiac  iurui  u[ 
the  copula  'to  be',  which,  in  Arabic  as  well  as  in  Heliaw 


is  either  expressed 

him  as  a  "three-termed 


understCHifi.  i^-:  (U^scribeii  bv 


'POSllieii 


86       T] 


lit 


.!>■  1 1  a- 


•^i  TV-.  • 


tions  used  by  him  for  this  kind  of  rarpov'tio] 
"A  is  standing",  "A  was  standing",  A  will  i  i  aasH 
ing".^^  Now  in  Ci-^ekand  LaiUi.  aiai  ,di  mdi^-i-  Kumin-tn 
Innaaages,  in  which  there  is  a  preseni  icn^e  as  well  as 
a  past  and  future  tense,  propositions  el  ua  :eeund 
adjacent  can  be  expressed  by  a  verl  In  fli^  laesent 
tense  as  well  as  by  one  in  tiie  aa-*  in-  lai are  Leii^e.  I^ut 
in  Arabic  and  in  Hebrew  there  is  vn  present  tense. 
Thn  present  tense  is  always  exa?'^--ed  bv  a  |)ar!]ri|)k3 


'8  De  Interpretatione,  Ch.  10,  19b,  19-20. 

79  Ibid.,  Ch.  5,  17a,  10. 

8<J  Ammonius  in  Aristotelis  De  Interpretatione  Commentarius,  ed.  Busse, 
p.  14,  1.23;  cf .  also  p.  8,  11.5-6.  Cf.  Wm.  Hamilton,  Lectures  on  Logic, 
Vol.  I,  pp.  228,  230. 

81  Ammonius,  op.  cit.,  p.  7,  11.30-31. 


*2  Millot  ha-Higgayon,  Ch.  3,  and  cf.  ed.  Leon  Roth,  p.  13,  n.  3,  and  ed. 
M.  Ventura,  p.  36,  n.  5. 
^  Ibid.:  "32^  i23^D. 

^  Ibid.:  iD^  ]2M<i   ;]ij7Dty  n«  ain  )mNT. 
^  Ibid.:  "tp'^ty  uswd. 
^  Ibid.:  iDiy  n:^'d*  i«  iDiy  r^^n  i«  iDiy  nnv  «in  ]3i«"i. 
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which  has  an  adjectival  meaning  as  well  as  the  mean- 
ing of  a  nomen  agentis.  It  is  impossible,  therefore, 
tc  have  in  these  languages  a  proposition  of  the  second 
adjacent  expriv-^>uu  ui  the  present  teube.  The  sentence 
w  1  creates''  could  be  rendered  into  Arabic  and 
1  i  brew  only  by  a  sentence  which  would  literally  mean 
"God  is  a  creator''  or  ''God  is  creating''.  The  only  way 
of  forming  a  proposition  of  the  second  adjacent  in 
Ai^abic  an  i  Hebrew  is  to  use  the  perfect  or  imperfect 
tense  of  the  verb  'to  create'. 

This  is  exactly  the  meaning  of  Maimonides'  attribute 
of  action  as  distinguished  from  the  other  four  attri- 
butes. The  four  attributes  of  definition,  part  of  defini- 
tion, quality  and  relation  are  all  used  as  predicates  in 
propositions  of  the  third  adjacent;  they  are  all  to  be 
connected  with  the  subject  by  a  copula  which  is  either 
to  be  expressed  or  to  be  understood.  The  attribute  of 
action,  on  the  other  hand,  is  always  to  be  used  in  a 
pn  ;  n  :i+^ion  of  the  second  adjacent,  in  which  the  predi- 
cate and  copula  are  combined  in  what  Aristotle  as 
well  as  Maimonides  calls  a  'verb'.^^  And  when  we 
scrutinize  the  passage  in  which  Aiaiinonides  himself 
draws  a  liistinction  between  action  in  the  sense  of 
quality  and  action  in  the  sense  in  which  he  uses  it  we 
shall  find  that  it  is  mainly  based  upon  the  distinction 
between  propositions  of  the  third  adjacent  and  proposi- 
tions of  the  second  adjacent.  Action  as  a  quality,  he 
says  in  effect,  is  always  expressed  in  a  proposition  of 

«7  Cf.  below  n.  89. 


4 


^ 


the  third  adjacent,  as,  e.  g.,  "A  is  a  carpenter",  "A  is 
a  smith".   Action  in  the  sense  in  which  he  uses  ii,  on 
the  other  hand,  is  always  to  be  expressed  in  a  proposi- 
tion of  the  second  aijacdii,  as,  o.  g.,    'A  made  this 
door",  "A  built  this  house",  "A  wo\a  ihls  garment",^^ 
and  if  in  Scripture  it  happons  to  hn  c  xnressed  in  a 
proposition  of  the  third  adjacent  ii  a.u  i  !)p  iuu  rpi i  um] 
to  stand  for  a  proposition  of  the  second  adjacent.   The 
reason  for  this  is  quite  understandable.    In  a  proposi- 
tion of  the  third  adjacent  the  predicate  will  always  be 
a  participle  which,  having  the  meaning  of  an  adjective 
or  nomen  agentis,  may  imply  the  existence  of  a  habit 
or  disposition  or  natural  power  in  the  subject  to  which 
the  action  is  attributed.    Tn  n  r-onn=:itinn  of  the  second 
adjacent,  however,  where  the  predicate  is  a  verb,  the 
action  attributed  to  the  subject  is  to  be  taken  as  pure 
action  without  any  implication  ol  habit  or  disposition 
or  natural  power.   Accordingly,  this  fifth  kind  of  attri- 
bute may  be  referred  to  a>  Verb   as  well  as  'action', 
and   the  Arabic  term  fi'l   (liuaruw:   pe'ulah)   which 
Maimonides  uses  here  in  connection  with  his  fifth  kind 


of  attribute  may  have 


m 


lUi 


}  '\  i  r 


of  I  ho  term  fi^l 


TT  ^»:ew:  po'el)  in  his  Millof  h-r~U .gnni^mi  where  it  i. 
used  m  the  sense  of  'verb'  as  distinguished  froi  i  ik-f^* 
ciple,  which  he  calls   'noun'    (Arabic:  ism]  iieun  w 


shem),^^  thus  reflecting  the  ^ 


prj/jLa  which  is 


88  Moreh  Nebukim  I,  52  (5). 

89  Millot  ha-Higgayon,  Chs.  1  and  13,  and  cf.  n.  1  on  p.  87  in  ed.  Leon 
Roth.  It  is  to  be  noted  that  the  Greek  prffia  in  De  Interpretaiione,  Ch.  10, 
19b,  22  is  rendered  in  Isbat:  ibn  Honian's  Arabic  translation  of  that  book 
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iisffi  l)\   Art5iuLle  in  his  description  of  propositions  of 
tilt  r       :   i  adjacent. 

In  the  light  of  the  foregoing  discussion  of  the  various 
parts  of  Maimonides'  fivefold  classification  of  attri- 
]  lit  >.  we  may  arrive  at  the  conclusion  that  his  classifi- 
^n^inn  is  the  result  of  a  combination  ol  lour  lypes  rif 
classification.  First,  Aristotle's  classification  of  predi- 
cables  into  those  which  he  calls  Verbs'  and  those  which 
are  connected  with  their  subject  by  the  copula  Ms'. 
Second,  Aristotle's  classification  of  predicables  accord- 
ing to  his  various  classifications  of  the  categories. 
Third,  Aiistotle's  formal  fourfold  classification  of  f  ?  a- 
cables.  Fourth,  Porphyry's  augmentation  of  Aristotle's 
four  predicables  to  five.  It  is  also  possible  for  us  to 
reu  '^e  the  steps  by  which  Maimonides  arnved  at 
his  classification.  He  must  have  started  with  the 
general  division  of  attributes  into  Verbs',  which  com- 
bine in  themselves  the  copula,  and  nouns  or  adjectives 
or  phrases,  which  require  a  distinct  copula  to  connect 
them  with  the  subject.  Under  the  former  he  placed 
all  the  terms  which  belong  to  the  category  of  action  — 
action  considered  as  a  distinct  category  and  not  as 
included  under  the  categories  of  quality  and  relation. ^° 


(Die  Hermeneutik  des  Arisioieles,  ed.  Isidor  PoUak,  1913)  by  the  term 
kalimah  (Hebrew:  dibbur) — the  very  same  term  which  in  Millot  ha-Higgayon, 
Chs.  3  and  13,  Maimonides  uses  in  the  same  sense  as  the  term  fi'l  (Hebrew: 
po'el). 

'°  Aristotle  himself,  according  to  Simplicius,  uses  action  as  a  distinct 
category  in  a  sense  different  from  action  as  a  relation.   Cf.  Trendelenburg, 


1  t  »• 


una 


V  t  •.  4  i  i  j 


t^  i.  ii"_'i.. 


LiiUii. 


Under  the  latter  he  placed  ali  uw 
to  the  other  eigiu  lategories,  aii 
also  action  used  in  the  sense  of  relation.  Then  taking 

the   attributes   of   lius   latter   ivih\    ia^   divided 


i  IH 


*  r 


according  to  the  most  general  di\  isiof,  in.  im  laie-oni:, 
to  which  they  belong,  naraely,  substance  aad  uc  cident. 
But  following  Aristotle'::.  aiviNiai-  of  iha  cait'irorv  of 
substance  into  the  predicables  of  'definition'  and  'genus'. 


the  latter  used  in  the  sens^  of 


iu 


'genus   aiad 


ference',  he  designated  the  pruuicuiui  belonging  to  the 
category  of  substance  as  the  attributes  of  'definition' 
and  'part  of  definition',  liie  nxpro^^hn  'part  of  defini- 
tion' having  been  borrowed  by  iiim  from  Avicenna. 
Then,  again,  following  \ristotle's  occasional  classifi- 
cation of  the  accidental  categories  into  'quality'  and 
'relation',  he  placed  all  the  accidental  categunus,  rniairs 
the  distinct  category  of  'action',  under  the  categories 
of  'quality'  and  'relation'  and  designated  tfa an  as  the 
attributes  of  'quality'  and  'relation',  substituting  them 
for  the  two  predicables  which  Aristotle  calls  'i  !viperty' 
and  'accident'.  Finally,  tai  iiai  lia  n -uiung  new  classi- 
fication of  i)redicables  or  allnbutes,  he  coordinaiea 
them  and  referred  to  them  as  the  five  attributes,  corre- 
sponding to  the  conventional  r<  h  vnre  to  tiie  five 
predicables  of  Porphyrian  origin. 


Geschichte  der  Kategorienlehre,  p.  132.  It  is  to  be  understood,  of  course, 
that  in  its  application  to  God  action  is  not  taken  by  Maimonides  as  an 
accident.    Cf.  Efodi  on  Moreh  Nebukim  I,  52  (5). 
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This  classification  of  attributes  by  Maimonides,  quite 
apart  from  its  specific  theological  application,  may  be 
considered,  in  its  bearing  upon  the  general  problem  of 
the  nature  of  logical  judgment,  as  a  new  and  independ- 
ent revision  of  Aristotle's  list  of  predicables— one  n 
a  par  with  the  revision  introduced  by  Porphyry,  and 
perhaps  even  of  greater  importance  than  the  Porphyrian 
revision.  Consequently,  histories  of  philosophy  or  of 
logic,  which  hitherto  have  assumed  that  nothing  new 
had  happened  in  the  classification  of  predicables  from 
the  tiiijt  :  ^  rphyry  to  that  of  Kant,  may  now  report 
that  a  new  list  of  predicables  was  iiiirodnced  in  the 
12th  century  by  Maimonides,  and  by  the  side  of 
Porphyry's  five  predicables  of  'genus',  'species',  'dif- 
ference', 'property'  and  'accident'  they  may  now  place 
:,  I aimonides'  five  predicables  of  'definition',  'part  of 
definition',  'quality',  'relation'  and  'verb'. 
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